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Consolidated EGD Comments on the 
Phase I IMARA DecBion Document for Operable Urut 7 

Present Landfill 

RCRAf CERCLA Issues: 

1 Section 1 3 1 Leachate Accelerated Achon, Page 1-5. Thls sechon states that a passive seep 
collection and treatment system is proposed as an accelerated achon to ehnate  discharge of 
F039 RCRA-bsted waste from the leachate seep 

Assurmng that the waste 10. queshon is actually groundwater contamtnated mth F039 muh- 
source leachate, the appropnate classlficatton of the seep water is groundwater that conmns 
F039 multr-source leachate Classlfylng the seep rn lhrs manner wdl allow apphcmon of the 
contamed-m pohcy and thus formal debstmg may not be requrred. However, If hted waste 
constatuents are present above the CDPm consemtive nsk screenuig levels after treatment 
so that the contruned-m levels annot be met, then formal delistiag of ths waste would be 
r e q d  in order to remove it from hazardous waste regulatory control 

Because the Present Landfill IS subject to lntenm status requrtements, any wastes generated 
from closure of thts umt must also be managed in a n t  that is operating under interim status 
or in accordance with a RCRA pemut The IMlIM Decision Document states that the seep 
wlll be treated pursuant to a PAM. However, it IS not clear how the RCRA pemttmg issues 
associated with the treatment u t  wdI be addressed, The fact that the regulators have 
approved the PAM does not ehrmnate RFFO’s habhty for treahng hazardous waste without 
a p e m t  when such waste is subject to RCRA requmments. 

Finally, the MllM Wmon Document states that the treated seep water, deslgnated as 
F039, will be dmharged to the East Laadfill Pond. The seep w d  reman a hted hazardous 
waste after treatment unless such waste is formally dehted or unless the seep water IS 
actually groundwater contammg F’O39, u1 whch case the contmed-m pohcy could be 
apphed Although the regulators may be open to the suggeshon of pedormmg an mformal 
dehbng, as Qscussed 10. “A Wde to m t m g  RCRA Waste for Superfund RemedA 
Acuons,” dated Septemhr 1990, the fact IP;IU~LIIS that h s  waste that IS bemg generated from 
a RCRA regdated untt and not as a result of a CERCLA remechal actlon Therefore, from a 
RCRA regulatory perspemve, the m f o d  deliitmg approach IS not allowed considering the 
site condihons at hand. RFFO should first consider applymg the contatned-m poky either 
pnor to or after treatment to remove the cootamtnated water from hazardous waste regulatory 
control 

2 Page 2-2, General Comment ‘Jks paragraph prowdes a cbscussron of the types of 
hazardous waste that were received at the Resent Landfill 

Ths discussion should be broadened to specifically identrfy the types of spent solvents and 
degreashg agents that were dsposed in thts umt and also specify whether such solvents 
were & s p e d  as hted hazardous waste The associated listed hazardous waste codes 
should also be specdied. Thls domation wdl be necessary for evalumon of the contained- 
rn detenzllnahon for the seep water or for dehtmg such waste 

Page 2-3, Secuon 2 1 2, Inacuve Hazardous Waste Storage Area This sechon provides a 
dtscussion of MSS 203, whtch IS an mamve hazardous waste storage a m  

Although the data appears to md~cate that there are no contamrnants of concena above 
back,pund for t h ~ . ~  umt, the u t  must sull undergo closure rn accordance wth RCRA 
regulahons Therefore, it IS recommended that the closure of thrs umt be mcluded 10. Sectton 
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eight of the MlRA Declsion Document for OU7 and h u s s  how certlficatlon of closure 
and any other applicable closure 11.uqZllremennts wdl be met 

4 Sechon 2 5.1 T ~ I S  secbon &scussed po&enttal coatarmnants of concern Given the extent 
of mveshgation already performed on this umt, tht contarmnants of concern should be well 
defined and not referred to a 'potenhal" contamtnants of concern. 

Section 3 3 1,  Methodology to Deterne if a Response Action 1s Necessary Ths  sectton 
prowdes a methodology for determdng whether the seep 1s appmpnately designated as 
F039 mulb-source leachate The follomg commeflts on ths secbon are offered for your 
considerabon 
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o For clarificahon purposes, reference to Subpart D III the first sentence should be 
replaced with 6 CCR 1007-3 9261, Subpart D. 

b The designahon of a waste as F039 1s only relevant when leachate IS generated fiom 
the land dxsposal of more than one Med hazardous waste idenbfied at 6 CCR 1007-3 
$261, Subpart D Because the presence of charactenstx hazardous wastes (I e ,  
those identdied at 6 CCR 1007-3 $261, Subpart C) are not relevant to the designation 
of a waste as F039, reference to Subpart C m the fmt sentence should be deleted. 

apphcabon of the denved-from rule The v c e  of leachate 1s not deterrimed by 
the denved-from rule Leachate is defined as "any hcpd, mccludmg suspended 
components m the liqud that has percolated through or h e d  from hazardous 
waste" ($260 10) Therefore, I recommend rewnbng thls sentence to state the 
second step 1s to detemm whether leachate 1s bemg generated at h s  wt. The thud 
step would be to d c t e m e  whether the leachate IS bemg generated from the land 
d~sposal of more than one hsted hazardous waste and thus is defined as multl-source 
leachate. 

The fourth Sentence stata that it IS necessary to determm whether leachate exlsts by 

0 The last sentence to the first paragraph 111 Secbon 3.3 1 states that when standards are 
met, the &a no longer contam listed waste The document should specify that the 
standards whch must be met in order to m v e  a contam&-m deternunahon are the 
conservative nsk based s m e w g  levels of one rn a &on mcremental cancer nsk 
for carcmogens and a hazard radex that does not exceed 1 0 for non-carcinogens. 
Alternatively, a cornpanson of avarlable water quahty standards IS another opuon to 

contammated groundwater For h s  cornpanson, CDPHE, apphes the most stringent 
of the followmg (1) protective Colorado water quahty standards as set by the 
Colorado Water Quality Control Comrmsslon mclu&ng, but not limed to, domesac 
use water supply standards or agrtcultural water supply standards, (2) Safe Dnnlang 
Water Act standards, and (3) Clean Water Act standards 

I ,,defemme dtheme&a ''contans" hazardous waste sum the media of ~OC~CBR).I - -< - .-*% eim 1-4 

I 

6 Page 3-6, Sechon 3 3.4. Landfill Leachate at the Seep. T b  sectlon prowdes a Qscussion 
of nsk associated with the seep water based upon a companson of prelrrmnary remedabon 
goals (PRGs) 

Although t h ~ ~  approach may be acceptable from a CERCLA perspectwe, m order to remove 
the seep from RCRA regulatory control a nsk analyss using CDPHE' s conservafwe 
screemg cntena discussed above rnmb gerformed. l b s  smon should provlde a 
Qscussion of whether the risk to human health h m  the leachate exceeds the nsk level of one 
m a d i o n  mcremental cancer mks for carcmogcns and/or whether the hazard index for 
non-carcinogens exceeds 1.0 or the appropnate water quahty standard discussed 111 comment 
number 5 

Septemk20,lWS 
Page 2 



VVL v U" I I V I l  Y I A 1 1 1 1 1  IIV, "V" vvv VfVY 

7 Page 3-15, Fmt Paragraph, Thud Sentence This sentence states that on-ate acttons must 
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Although th~s is a true statement for achons imated at agite that are subject solely to 
CERCLA authonty, the unit in questron has received hazardous waste after the effec&we date 
of RCRA regulahons and, thus, 1s also subject to RCWCHWA requirements T ~ I S  is 
clearly stated m the first sentence to Sectlon 3 4. Therefore, this paragraph should spec@ 
that adrmmstratlve requvemnts are applicable to the Present Landfill If such adrmIustraWe 
requrrements were not applicable there would be no need for development of a closure plan 
(clearly an admtrustratlve requirement) as provided m Sechon aght of the IM/IRA Decision 
Document 

General Comment ARARs are either “appllcable” or they are “relevant and approprrate” 
gven the site condmons at hand The Qscussion of ARARs should, thus, specify whether 
the reqwments that have been iden&d are apphcable to the achon 111 question or whether 
they are relevant and appropnate It IS not acceptable to merely idenblj a requlrement as an 
ARAR. 
Page 3-23 Sectlon 3 4 33 Dehstmg Requuements "his secbon dscusses a proposed 
approach foi dellstrng the Iandfiu leachate, 

As stated earher m tfus document, RCRAICKWA regulabons are apphcable to the u t  in 
questron Therefore, the formal dehshng requrements of 6 CCR 1007-3 9261 22 are also 
apphcable reqwments for dehstmg a RCRA hazardous waste. Refennce to the informal 
dehtmg procedue developed by the EPA is not approprmte IR this case because 
RCWCHWA regulahons ace apphcable to tlus umt and not merely an ARAR. The last 
sentence in the second paragraph stam that only the substantwe requirements of delismg 
must be met Unfortunately, the umt 111 questton IS subject to RCRA regulahon and 
therefore, formal delistmg of waste generated dunng the closure of that u t  IS requred 

Ths document continually swtches from the regulations that must be met for tbs achon In 
some secbons RCWCHWA requrements are identtfied as being apphcabIe and m other 
sechons the document states that the adrmmsbabve requuements of RCWCHWA do not 
need to be met ’Iks mconsstency should be comcted 

Table 3-21, Potentral Federal and State Achon-Speclfic ARARs The followmg comments 
am offered on table for your considerahon. 

0 Because t h ~ ~  umt IS a RCRA regulated umt, the table shouId idenhfy the Resource 

The land bposal restnctlons Wrzl be apphcable to the seep water, leachate and any 

Conservatlon and Recovery Act as an apphcable V m n t  

other waste that IS removed from the u t  m queshon and treated w i h  a tank system 
or other hazardous waste management unit, irrespechve of whether such treatment 
occurs entlrely w i t h  the area of contarmnahon. Placement of such waste withm the 
area of contammatlon wdl conshtute placement of a hazardous waste and tngger 
nurumurn technology reqmments 

tlus case and reference to 9264 can be deleted, 

an appllcable ARAR 

0 

0 The intern status standards of 6 CCR 1007-3 5265 are the apphcable standards ut 

b The Colorado Hazardous Waste Act reguiat~ons of 6 CCR 1007-3 should be cited as 

Fxgure 3-2 Number (2) on this table should be corrected to state ‘Determtne rf leachate 
extsts ” The dekmnatlon of whether leachate exists has notbmg to do with the denvcd- 
from rule and reference to the denved Etom rule should be deleted from t h ~ ~  number 
Leachate is defined at $260 10. The flow diagram €or Item 2 does not requue remion 

I 

I 

September 20.1995 
Page 4 



12 

14. 

15 

16. 

17. 

18 

SecQon 4 2 3 InstituhOnd Controls. m e  R W W A  regulahons requm an owner or 
operator of a hazardous waste lnndfiu to conduct closure activitxes that extend way kyoad 
the use of instrtuttond controls The use or suggestion of usmg only msbtutrond control< -- 
for thxs umt does not sahsfy R W C H W A  requrnments and should be reflected III the text 
or 

Sechon 5 3 2 Alternative 1 No ActLon. 'RLIS alternahve should be screened from further 
evaluatlon dunng the screemng of alternattves process CIearly, an altematwe that proposes 
no actlon will not meet the threshold cntena of pmtectmg human health and the environment 
and cmphance with ARARs. Therefore, there LS no benefit u1 carrylog thrs altemahve lpto 
the detatled analysis I recommend that h s  dternatlve be screened from further 
considerahon at thts pomt and further drscussion 111 the d W e d  analysis can be elirmnated. 

Page 8-1, Fust Paragraph, Last Sentence. Th~s sentence states that the spec& closure 
requuements for intern status uruts are contaned 111 Part 265, Subpart I through Q 

A review of the mterim status requirementS concludes that there a~e no ulut specfic closure 
requuements for intern status contamer storage wts Therefore, thts sectlon of the JMARA 
Declsson Document should be corrected to delete reference to Subpart I for rntenm status 
contamer storage wts 

Page 8-3, Second Paragraph "bJS sectton states that the lmdfill leachate is F039 mulh- 
s m c e  leachate that IS contarned-m groundwater, is non-hazardous and does not pwe 8 threat 
to human health or the envmnment 

ophon should be deleted since it wrll not satufy ARARs 

Envmnmental medla contarmnated w~th a ltsted hazardous waste m y  be removed from 
regulatory control if the consewatwe screemug levels estabhhed by CDPXE are met It is 
not clear from readmg this seetlon rf RFFO rntends to attempt to make a contatned-m 
deterrmnatlon for the landfill leachate. If so, nfennce to dehsting should be deleted Lft&e 
groundwater contams F039 above the conservaWe CDPHE screerung levels and thus, the 
need for delisting IS justrfied, reference to language statmg that the leachate does not pose a 
threat should be deleted The reason for this is because CDPHE would view any such me&a 
that contans one or more hsted hazardous wastes to pose a threat 

Sect~on 8 1 8 Emergency Response This sectron prowdes a descriptLon of the emergency 
response capabhbes for the Present Landfrll 

Ald. iatcxun st-& and units that axe subject to intern sfatus are requmd to cqm$;y with ~ 

$265 standards, including emergency preparedness However, tius informatton is not 
requmd to be mcluded m the closure plan. Therefore, the prowded mforma~on IS 
superfluous and should be deleted. 

- 

Sect~on 8 0 General Comment In EM earher sectlon of thrs document, a statement was 
made mdmtmg that OU7 rncluded 8 hazardous waste container storage urut A closure plan 
should be provided for that urut or a d~smsion should be provided Cllscussmg when that 
u t  will undergo closure. 

Sechon 8 2 3 2 Pomt of Compliance Ths sectron states that post-closure groundwater 
rnoxutonng reqtIlrements for thls u t  are relevant and appropriate to intern status fachtles 
such as the Present L a n a  

.- 

September 20, I995 
Page 5 



Groundwater morutmg requlrements are apphcable to all RCRA regulated land dlsposal 
-units, such as the Present Landfill, and must be conducted m or&r t~sattsfg..t~te-postclosure 
care requirements 6 CCR 1007-3 $265 310@)(3) states that after closure of a landfd, the 
owner or operator must rnmtatn and morutor the groundwater momtonng system and 
comply mth all other apphcable requrements of subpart F Ths secuon should be remsed 
to correctly idenhfy the groundwater momtonng reqmments as apphcable requrements 

Surface Water Issues: 

r -  - 1 * - 

2 

There needs to be more informafion on what is proposed for the Landfill Pond Dam WrIl it be 
breached and removed? Wdl it be maultamed as IS, or allowed to degrade? 

Page 7-13, Secbon 7 3 6 There is not enough information on the &spositlon of the water from 
the Landfill Pond to other ponds EG&G was supposed to dram as much water as possible 
from the Landfill Pond to the A-senes ponds last mmrner, after c o n m n c e  was received from 
CDPHE Since that &d not happen, K-H or RMRS v d  need to be more detaled on theu plans 
for transferrmg that water, and make those plans consistent with the pond operahons plan now 
berng refined 

3 Page 3-19, Section 3 4 2 1 Not all wetlands are waters of the U.S Since the legal 
deternabon of whether the ponds on plant ate are waters of the U S has not yet been decided 
either by policy from DOE-HQ, or by regulatory challenge, any reference to waters of the U.S 
in tlus document needs to be removed 

Ecological Issues: 

1 
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Phase I IMJIRA Decision Document for Operable Umt 7 Present LandfiU 
Draft July 27,1995 

Envrronmental Guidance hwion - Ecologrcal Programs 

September 7,  1995 

Page 1-2 

Sectlon 1.1 Purpose of Report 

11, sentence 2 The sentence states, "The altematwe addresses a l l  source areas with risk levels greater 
than 1E-06 or a hazard index greater than one." 

Text later III the report reiated to ecological nsks rncllcates the alternahve does not address all p0tent.d 
contaminants of concern (PCOCs) with a b a r d  index greater than one Further, text contamed w i b  
9[1 seems to unply that the preferred altemanve may have been selected on the basis of nsk to human 
health generally excludmg consideranon of ecolog~cal nsks. 

Page 2-21 

Section 2 4 Ecology 

2.4.2 Wddllfe 

¶4 states, "The Rocky Flats site supports several species of reptdes and amphbians Snake speues 
include the bullsnake, yellow-h&ed racer, western temstnal garter snake, and prme rattlesnake 
Western panted turtles are also present. Amphbian s p a e s  d u d e  the p l m  leopard fiog, 
Woodhouse's toad, northern chorus frog, and hger salamander." 

Page 2-22 

9[ 2, last sentence states, "Because the pond lacks predaceous fish such as bass, I t  may be a resource 
for breedmg amphbians such as hger salamanders, chorus frogs and bull frogs (Appendu D) 

Amphbians and repues, concemg the= mportant status wthm the food web and especially 

Yet amphbians and reptlles were essenudy ignored in the scmmg level nsk assessment presented rn 
Appencllx D. Tlus is mappropnate. 

When conductmg ecologcal nsk assessments under CERCXA and/or for purposes of estmatmg 
potentd injury to natural resources, the potentially most susceptible classes of wId& must be 
evaluated. It was stated at an FR '95 presentahon on Rocky Flats ecologml nsk assessments that State 
of Colorado wakr quality cnteiia were assumed to be protectwe of amphbians and reptiles and 
consequently these classes of wridlife need not be assessed. However, there are no Federal or State 
numenc cntena estabhshed to protect wrldlrfe ha residue concenkabons of enwonmental contamtnants 
in sedunents, soils, and a ~ .  

" " m s i b g  .dt& hdxtats they fq- i3zK-i- hgng$guilda ~ h l ~ ~ ~ a  w he- ?-. i &<, * I * * u ~ J l ~ l *  a( 
I_ 4- -44.. I_ VI+.* 

I more suscepuble to adverse effects of cumulatm enwonmental stressors than other classes of wdafe. 

*- - 4- Ebnscquently, i t  is mportant these classes of wildltfe and thex s u s w @ a w g  habitats be % 1.' 

considend m ecolog~cal nsk assessments and ecologrcal components associated wth decision m h g  
for the Site. 

A vahd jusbfcahon should be prowled along wth supportrng documentation If such species 
representmg mportant food foragmg guiiaS axe to be dismissed from ecological nsk consideration 

1 



- 83, last sentence states, “The Preble’s meadow jumping muse is &subspecies of the meadow jumpmg 
mouse and, therefore, receives protechon under state law ” 

The apparent lmplication of the text of ths sentence s rnaccurate The sentence mphes the reason the 
Preble’s mouse is protected under State law IS because it IS taxonormcally related to the western meadow 
jumpmg mouse The reason the Preble’s mouse IS protected under State of Colorado stahttes 1s because 
it is classrfied by the Colorado Diwsion of WdWe and the State of Colorado Wdcillfe Comrmssion as a 
non-game u m a l  As such, the Preble’s mouse derives protection pursuant to CRS 33-1-106, 
“Authority to regulate talung, possession, and useof wddhfe.” State of Colorado, Divlsion of WildMe 
regulahons for non-game urlldlrfe are provided w i t h  Chapter 10, Arhcles 1-4 (#1004), item 6 
Mammals 

Secbon 3 3 Evaluation of hsks 

Secaon 3 3.4 Landfill Leachate at the Seep 

Page 3-7 

w3.4, and 5 The last sentence 111 q[3 states, ‘’Basehe nsk esomates were based on the conservatwe 
assumpbon that receptors spend a l l  of thm tune at the East Landfill Pond ” 

It 1s agreed that b s  is a plausible assumptlon for screenmg nsks in a qualitauve manner 

Paragraph 4 states the Hazard Indices (HI) for vanous species includmg mallards, raccoons, and coyotes 
was greater than one Wl). 

Paragraph 5 srates in part, “Sources of uecertamty for ecologtcal nsk ae the actual bioavdabhty of 
PCOCs, frequency and duraoon of exposures, and unportance of the East LandfYl Pond as a habitat 
resource (Appenhx D) Because it was assumed that mallards, raccoons, and coyotes spend all 
[emphasis added] thtrr tune at the pond and drvrk exclusively from the seep, risks were conservahvely 
overesbmated. ” 

The Imphcabon for these species appears to be that the degree of comervatam with respect to exposure 
assumphons is so great the true nsk that should be ascriid to each of these species is neghgible. 

The problem with ths concept is that the ecologxal nsk assessment as performed does not mdicate how 
I. I!. I+ -u. .* I -much tunc+ or b&ter yet howmuche 

required to drive the HI to be greater an one. To do so would requre data Undxatmg how much tulle 
mdmduals wittun populations of each species could reasonably be expected to be exposed to landfill 
leachate from the secp 

for-, -- andcoyQ4sJQ laam lwPtoas ...- ~ * N_ ric -c- 7 
I 

Based on the constmnts of the data used 1 ~ .  thts screen for chronic measurement endpolnts influencing 
populatron assessment endpornts for each of the species m questxon, results in H I 4  1s beyond the scope 
of thts screemng level ecological nsk assessment. can be conclusively denve!cl to estabhh that the nsks 
to populations of each species are neghgiile Precrsely calculatmg under what condihons and 
clrcumstances, especially for chromc measurement endpoints influencmg populatlon assessment 
endpomts for each of the species in question, results in Me1 IS beyond the scope of h s  screenmg level 
ecologcal nsk assessment. 

ascertamed based on the data presented The text should be moddied to more accwakly represent the 
facts. 

Although possible, the statement is that mks “ w e r e c o m r v a b v e l y a v ~  ” cannot be coocluslvely 
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Sectron 3 3 5 Surface Water rn the East Landfill Pond 

q[l, sentence 3 The sentence states, ”After contmants from the leachate seep or from m-off have 
entered the East Landfill Pond, they may r e m n  suspended, or dlssolved 111 surface water, be &scharged 
to groundwater, or be taken up by plants or aquatlc M e  ~IL wetland areas.” 

Based on the data presented it is also plausible that some of these PCOCs may become entrsuned m pond 
sedunents where they would represent exposure to biota. The text should provide dsscussion of tIus 
fact. 

Page 3-8 

last ‘p’ The first two sentences state, “Since the East Landfill Pond was constructed only 20 years ago, 
it IS probably not a IustoncSUy mporbnt component of the local ecosystem (Appenchx D) The pond 
apparently does not contam fish or crayfish popuiaaons.” 

Twenty years approaches near half the amount of tune the RFETS facdity has been in emstence Twenty 
years IS a substanfive amount of tune from the standpomt of Muencig local aquabc and terreslnal 
ecology over the llfe of the lndustrral facdity’s ewtence. F A  and crayfish represent important parts of 
food webs m aquahc habitats, especially those aquatx habitats occurrmg m serm-xmc chmates 

Since the East Landfill Pond has been m existence approxlmately two decades, for scientific purposes of 
perfomng tlus TM/IRA and given the costs m c u d  to taxpayers, should we not conclusively h o w  by 
now If fish and crayfish populations exlst ID the East Landfill Pond? 

Page 3-9 

Sectlon 3 3 6 Sedments m the East Landfill Pond 

32, the 1st sentence states, “There is no risk [emphasu added] to human health from lnhalatlon or 
lncrdental mgesbon of, or dermal contact with sediment from the East Landfill Pond ” 

Rrsk can be ascnbed to everythrng to wbch a bvmg organism IS exposed. It IS rmpractml and 
rnappropnate to state there is “no nslr” to exposure of humans to landfill pond seQments The text 
should be modrfied to reflect thrs fact 
Page 3-10 

9[1, last sentence, states, “Although there LS risk to tertestnat wrldhfe, it is mhkely that receptors spend 
all of their time at the East Landfill Pond, and therefore, the risk is conservatively overestmated. 

It 1s agreed that wildbfe receptors are unlikely to spend al l  theu time at the East Landfill Pond However, 
trme spent does not necessanly &lrectly or completely mflect exposure. From the data presented it IS 

hand. 

con.ecmaI whether it can be conclusively stated that “the nsk 1s conservatively overestimated ” The 
statement LD. the text should be qualtfied to more accurately represent the qualificatrons of the data at 

I 
/ 
I 

Page 3-19 

Sectlon 3 4 Comphance With ARARs 
Secuon 3 4 2 1 Wetlands Requzrements 

9 ¶2, second sentence states, “Because the East hdf‘ i ’ i  Pond and pond m a r p s  have been deslgnated 
as wetlands, they art considered waters of the Uruted States under the CWA ” 
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Not all wetlands are necessardy waters of the Umted States For a wetland to be included as a water of 
the U S it must be hydrologrcally connected and tn’butary to other water bodes that, wth certanty, are 
conclusively demonstrated to be waters of the U S Further, the Site is engaged in a number of 
regulatory issues concemng whether a number of on-site channels and/or impoundments legally q u w  
as waters of the U S Since these issues are legal m nature and are yet to be resolved it is strongly 
suggested that any text Qscussing on-site water bodes and the= potenhal class~ficatJon as waters of the 
U.S be stncken from the document 

Page 7-1 

Section 7 Recommended Alternaave 

Sechon 7 1 Descrlptlon 

6 The description of the layers compnsmg the slnglsbarrier cover apparently does not pronde for 8 
biota b m e r  layer to prevent r n d ,  primmly, from bwwrng mto the cap and disruptmg its 
mtegrxty Is tlus an oversight? 

Sectlon 7 2 Design Requirements 

Sectloa 7 2 1 Compliance wlth RAOs 

Page 7-4 

32, states in pat, ‘Wetlands mugabon is m progress. Acreage Erom the wetlands mbgmon bank 
currently being developed ln associatton with the Standey Lake Protection Project 1s used to mligate the 
loss of wetland areas that fall under the landfill c o w  and IDJUIY to surroundmg wetland areas ’’ 
To date the wetland comdermg the problems DOE-€UFO is hamg estabhhmg an actual wetlands 
bank, IS appropate. yet the draft document appears to place substantial rehance on the bank and imphes 
that the bank is a done deal. A substaubal re-dr-g of text related to wetlands rmttgatlon, especially 
consrdering the problems DOE-IUTO is havmg estabhshmg an actual wetlands bank, is appropnate 

Page 7-5 

Sechon 7 2 2  2 Locahon-Specific ARARS, Wetlands Assessment, 
Wetlands Effects 

Ths sectlon states that placement of fill m a t e 4  to achreve design gracies w d  degade apprommately 
1 1 wetland acres An adahonal assumpbon is made that 10% or 0 1 acre may be “mjured” dwmg 
placement of cover layers at the east end of the landfill. The paragraph states, “Because two-thuds of the 
East Landfdl Pond and wetland areas remsLlIl IJI place after closure, the proposed activities have only 
neghgible positlve or negatrve, h t  or indmct, short-term or long-term effects on the S U N I V ~ ,  quality, 
or natural and beneficid values of the wetlands ’’ 

In terms of quality aquahc quasi-deep water habitats on-site, the East Landfill Pond may be second IJI 
quahty only to the hdsey  Ranch Pond ID. Rock Creek. Wetland habitats and the biota occupymg those 
habitats along the penmeter of the pond, especially along the penmeter of the pond to the east end toward 
the mpoundment, may be dependent on the presence of deeper water consstently occumng to drive and 
sustain ecological funcoons No menuon IS made 111 the document about mammning the qualrty of the 
overall aquatlc, wetland, and terrestrial+system now present. ’Rus may be a senous oversight and not 
easdy mtbgable The document should address these concerns III detad 

- 4  
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Section 9 Envlronmental Assessment 

Page 9-5 

Section 9 2 Ecological Rsk 

Although thls sectlon is labeled ‘%colog~cal R d ?  it appears to also somewhat address potenkal mj~ry 
to natural resowces from physical damage or dqlacement due to construcbodmplexnentahon of the 
preferred dtematm. T h s  treatment =the text b e e  to address the =sue of natural resource damage 
assessment (NRDA) values rntegratron relame to implementmg the BUIRA and t h s  is an appropnate 
issue to be &scussed in thls document. The &cussion of potenkal mj~ry to natural resources resultmg 
form lmplementatron of the prefened altematlve needs to be expandcd and stttngthend Addltronally, 
more detded &scussion of how potenhal U I J U ~ ~  to natural resources wdl be m m m d  and/or off-set by 
envlromental restorahon efforts concurrent with mplementahon of the preferred alternatwe should be 
added to the text 
Page 9-6 

Sechon 9 2 1 Wddhfe and Vegetatron 

Secbon 9 2 1 1 Short-Term (Constructlon Penod) Impacts 

81 addresses potentml loss of Preble’s meadow jumpmg mouse habitat However, no details (are g v c n  
concemng NRDA values mtegrahon concurrent with implementabon of the IM/lRA, especially smce the 
4[ states that Preble’s mouse habitats “WIII be ugmficantly affected by construc~on actlvltxes for the 
eastern end of the cap, ” 

‘1[2 states in part, “the area of d~sLurbed vegetahon IS closer to 35 acres ” Agam, no detatled 
mbgatlodrernedxahon plan to replace lost aquatx, wetlands, and terrestrial values is proposed NEPA 
values coordmatlon appears to be mssmg andor madequate 

12 also states in part, “ . noxious weeds could be mtroduced [emphasis added] d u n g  revegetauon 
and would be controlled untxl adequate nahve vegetauon is establlshed ” 

Most CERCLA and non-CERCLA projects associated with the site have had, and contlnue to have, 
substantml problems with revegetation of anthropogenrcally lsturbed sites. Revegetahon efforts 
associated with OU3 have been mserably madequate Revegetation efforts associated vvlth OUl have 
essentially faded I / -  

With respect to OU 1, the Executive Summary, “Rocky Flats Envlronmtntal Technology Site Ecologcal 
Morutomg Program, 1995 Annual Report,” May 31,1995, states III part, “Revegetahon efforts on the 
88 1 Hdlside (Hrllside) were momtored by EcMP personnel rn late fall of 1994 The results reveal that 
the success of the revegetabon effort this far has been poor Of the 13 species seeded on the Wllside, 
only SIX were recorded dunng the 1994 samphg and these provide ouly 3 5% of the cover on the 
Rllside The Hillside 1s domated by non-nabve, annual species and 63% of the species recorded them 
are considered “weeds emphass WJ” vegetahon cover, although h a m g  mcreased from 1993, is 
strll less than half that found rn reference areas on the Site The sigdicance of the problem should not 
be underesumated. With no acuon, the dormahon of the W d e  by non-nahve, annual species wdl 
contmue to persist and provldes the potentd to spread throughout the Woman Creek dramage, 
downstream and downmd Other stu&es have shown that the competltlve mfluences of plant 
commumues domlnated by a n n u a L ~ p ~ m t ~ n s - e s t a b l l s h m e n t  of nahve plant comuuibes and 
often lead to lower quality watersheds by increasing the pokukal for eroslon and typically mcreamg the 
frequency of (uncontrolled, (emphasls added]) Hrlldfires It IS recommended that addibonal resecdrng of 
the Hrllside be commenced as soon as possible with a seed murture of natwe, peremat grass and forb 
species &e those found 111 the reference areas of the mesic grassland commuty at the Site ” 
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The preceding quote is an imhctmmt of revegetahon efforts ascribed to site-associated projects. The 
OU7 IMnRA decision document does n o h g  to mprove revegetation plans In fact, the decmon 
document is so vague about revegetation detarls it leaves readers with no other choice than to conclude 
that resuIts of revegetahon efforts for the O W  IM/fRA wdl be no better than those described for the 
OU1,881 I3[lllside 

¶3 states, ‘Temporary loss of habitat may cause d~rect mortahty to small and less mobde m a l s  such 
as rodents and rephles resident m the area. Indirect mortality may occur due to Qsplacement an in- 
causes of rnortab&y,-cnmulative impacts of habitat dsturbance across the sxte, proJect-by-pmject;are now 
addmg up to large-scale m l t s  to ate-wde and off-site natural raource attnbutes with potenhal 
substantlve adverse unpacts to local and regonal ecologrcal funcuons These adverse impacts are ltkely 
exacerbated for c e r w  species depending on the tune of the year and season because of 
brdnglreproduchon, survival of new-born and juvede reciutment rnto populaaons, etc The draft 
IMflRA decision document fads to recogruze and adequately address these issues More detaded 
dlscusslon of these issues should be inserted in the subject document. 

$4, states rn part, “Increased equpment and human activiues assmated wth construction mevitably 
result rn mcreased noise levels and vehcle traffic. These achvibes probably have the least disturbance to 
wlldhfe because surromdmg areas are already rn mustrial use and wddhfe IS habituated ” 

W e  thls phenomenon may be true for m o r  disturbances, the cumulative lmgacts of noise and 
anthropogemc lsturbance WIU ulhmately progress beyond a threshold of stressor effect that wdI &cit 
adverse effects to biota This concept apparently is not fully appreciated by the authors. As pomtcd out 
above, cudatwe effects, undoubtedly are worse upon certam species and vanous age-classes of 
wildl.de dependmg upon the hme and season of the year they are expenenced 

4 (84, states in part, “Habitat loss 1s expected to be temporary and would contrnue only unbl adequate 
revegetatlon is estabhshed With the use of straw mulch, adequately spaced sdt fences, and other 
appropnate measures, the final vegetatwe cover would be estabhshed w r b  two to three years ” 

As pointed out previously above, the final vegetahve cover wth respect to s p e c ~ c  proje~t~ requrnng 
revegetatron m OUs 1 and 3, despite assurances otheme, have become exotxc weed patches and 
sources of weed seeds that have been adversely affectmg some of the few remamng hgh-quabty p m e  
vegetahve commuxutles left on site T ~ I S  IM/IRA document completely fads to either address or satrsfy 

I 

y 
I 

p&wous revegetatlon problems expenenced and on-gomg at/ass&iated wth site construchon pr~je~ts ;  
Because th~s issue has become so unportant to the conhnued health of the natwe ecology of the Site and 

general local and rcgmal geographcai~ecologxdy mfluemed by& ate ~t-shdd be- -- -- .ruL ..(* -.- % f( “-- 

considezed a fatal flaw for ths umiect un&d these lssues are adeauatelv addressed and corrected 
Page 9-7 

+ I ̂ r 

Section 9 2 1.2 Long-Term Impacts 

ql , last sentence states, ‘2eavmg appxlmately two-hds of the East Landfill Pond m place results in 
mmmd nsk to aquatrc Me and wddhfe ’’ 
Ths may be so However, even lf the geographcal area and extent of the East Landfill Pond reniam 
intact and relatrvely undrsturbed, no hydrolopal analyms of surface water quanhty avadablt to support 
the pond’s remanmg ecology appears to have been done Therefore, whle the unpoundment and 
approxlmately two thuds of the volume and area extent of the pond r e w ,  wrll enough water be 
seasonally and annudy avadablelo the pond to sushm its hgh qubty aquatic, wetland, and terrzshclal 
habitat attnbutes to a relahve level and extent commensurate wth its sue’ Thxs issue should be 
addressed under the Long-Term Impacts sechon. The issue drrectly affkcts DOE-RFFO’ s MRDA 
Iiabfity wth respect to trust natural resources and hota survival dependent on the hydrology and ecology 
of the East Landfill Pond as it currently exlsts versus under what condhons it wdl east in the future 
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Sectlon 9 2 1 3 Sensitrve Habitats and Endangered Species 

There appears to be substanhal conjecture over just how much damage WIU be caused to Preble’s 
mouse habitats by unplementatlon of the preferred altcmatwe How can dollars be accurately projected 
and budgeted for mtgahon of habitats when it is readsly apparent 1 ~ .  the text that it remans uncertain 
how much habitat wdl need to be replaced? The document mntes and encourages its readers to trust m 
DOE-RFFO and bet on the outcome. The general unpliaon promoted throughout the document is that 
taxpayers, Federal and State Natural Resource Trustees, and the general pubhc should trust that DOE- 
REF0 and its contractors will adequately accomplish the project with appropriate follow-up tu ensure 
that natural resource mbgahon is properly and adequately completed over tune without providmg 
specrfic detads of how much mugabon wdl be necessary nor how the mbgahon is to specifically be 
accomphsbed. 

As documented above for a number of previous pmjects m OUs 1 and 3, and because of reltance on 
other programs for mugabon offset, e g the wetlands mttigabon bank whch has been adrrmustratwely 
floundenng for some me, tlus is mappropriate. 

Page 9-8 

Sectlon 9 2 2 Wetlands/Fldplm 

4[1, last two sentences states, “A wetlands assessment whch descnbes the recommended alternative, 
is mcluded in Sechon 7 The proposed mhgmon plan IS to use acreage from the wetlands mtigatlon 
bank currently being developed in association wth the Standley Lake Protecbon Project 

- 

As commented on above, the proposed wedands bank IS stdl suffermg admmstrattve difficulty Thls 
IMmcA document should not be pubhshed suggestlng the OU7 lM/IRA be lmplemented with rehance on 
the proposed wetlands bank for requlred wetlands mbgatlon unless and untd the wetlands bankulg 
proposal has received all necessary and requ~ed regulatory approvals. 
Sectron 9 2 2 2 Long-Term Impacts 

12, states in part, “The mportance of the East Landfill Pond to aquat~c Me at Rocky Flats and the Big 
Dry Creek basm appears to be r m d  (Appenb D). The pond apparently does not contam fish or 
crayfish populatlons, d i t  does, the populabons axe very smalf 
fish such as bass, it may be a resource for breedmg amphbians such as bger salamanders, chorus frogs, 
bull frogs ” 

Because the pond lacks predaceous 

Fmt, the East Landfii Pond has been charactenzed by some ecologists and hydrologsts who have 
worked on the Site as probably the second most biologrcally achve and important impoundment, second 
only to the Lrndsey Ranch Pond Second, gven the qortance of aquatic habitats, thev association 
with and importance to wetlands and tewmal habitats, and the fact that to a large extent surface water 
hydrology dnves biotlc interachons and ecolog~cal functions-especially m xenc/semr-xenc enwonments, 
it seems important that we should know conclusively by now what the cornposhon of aquahc food webs 
and food foraging gutlds are m deeper water habitats on the Site, especially for the most biologxally 
productive ponds 

Note see also prewous comments above on th mw. 

Page 9-9 

9[1 states, “The East Landf‘ilI Pond does not empty drrectly into a stream under normal flow con&trons; 
however, large ramstorms could cause the pond to overflow into No Name Gulch. Because this has not 
occunred, sensitwe f s h  such as common dunen and stoaerollers are not at mk from release of 
contammants mto streams ” 
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Thcse two statements as currently presented mse a number of issues, Some of thest issues have been I.. 

I 

previously rased in other areas of the text of thrs document, Most have been commented upon above. 
However, thex unportance m the context of thts IMmzA bears repehhon here 

First, the statements mse the issue of a surface water hydrologcd connectlon of No Name Gulch, aka 
Hobbs Gulch, with Big Dry Creek-a water of the Umted States Thrs unplies that, per the hydrologcd 
tributary concept, No Name Gulch IS also a water of the U.S. Tlys issue has not yet been settled 
between DOE-RFFO and the regulators. Nowhere m the text should ConceptuaI approaches be presented 

-_ - that undeIcut M)E-RFFOs current posrbon wtwch 1s that the on-ate mpoundments are not waters of the 
u s  
Second, reducmg the slze of the East Landfill Pond presumably will exacerbate the abhty to retam 
surface stormwater runoff m th~s Impoundment. It should be anhcipated that the pond w1U have reduced 
hydrologmil capacity Doesn’t thts mcrease the nsk of overflow of the impoundment7 Is it possible that 
the increased volume of stormwater with respect to the capaclty to store it behind the impoundment wdl 
lap back toward the landfill cover? Are these issues that requm Mer consderahon and &scussion m 
h s  document? 

Thlrd, because an event ‘%as not occurred” to date dots not necessarily mean that it wdl not ever occuc 
nor that, through unplementauon of the preferred alternatwe, it wdl not ever occur In fact, from the 
descnptlons and accounts provided m the IMIKEU &won document, the capacity of the East L a n a  
Pond will be substanhally r&iced due to the area extent of the landfii WID also be reduced end upland 
terrestrial habitat whch also would tend to naturally control sheet flow wxll also llkely be reduced Each 
of these factors mdlvidually, as well as cumdabvely, suggest that the probabhty of overflow of the 
redesigned landfiU pond due to storm events and runoff has a hgher probability These factors 
apparently have not been considered in nsk assessments They should be treated to more detarzed 
discussion m the text. 

Fmally, neither common shiner nor stoneroller apparently were considered in the screerung level mk 
assessment If nsk to these plams fishes is rased as an mue anywhere m the text, it should be treated to 
a detruled hcussion 

Each of these issues require further dmussion m the subject document. 

SNhOn 9 4 Impact to Surface-Water Quality 

Page 9-15 

Sechon 9.4.2 Long-Term Impacts 

ml. It appears that the &scwion m th~s paragraph unphcs that as aresult of implementation of the 
IMmcA flows of surface water from storm events wrll generally be cornrnensurate wth the new, reduced 
sue of the East Landfill Pond If this IS the case this issue should be drscussed m the document m 
greater hydrological detrul. 

Also, thus hydrologcal dlscusslon should be extended to further evaluating potentlal adverse unpacts to 
biota wthm the funchonrng aqua&. and terrestrial ecologies assoclated with the East Landfill Pond 

Page 9-17 

Sechon 9.6 Comtment of Irrevemble and Iuetrievable Resources 

Inclusion of th~s sechon is higl~Iy appropate and commendable. It 1s suggested that the drscuss~on be 
enhanced to directly relate these I&I reservat~ons wth respect to the approp~te  secuons of CERCLA 
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- Item 6 llus item isxeferred to m previous hcussion concemg the wetlands rmligmonba.uk. That 
the bank has not yet received all necessary approvals remams an sue. 
Page e water avalable to flow mto the East Landfill Pond the followmg items are issues suggested for 
M e r  dettuled &cusson 111 the text‘ 

With potenbally less surface water available to flow mto the East Landfill Pond the followmg items are 
issues suggested for M e r  detaded &scussion m the text. 

- Potentral changes to surface water hydrology and surface water-ground 
water interachons 

- Potenhal adverse changes to aqua& and terntrial habitats and the 
ecolog~cal functions they support 

off-set concurrent with the IMmRA mplementation 

depleaon’s to the PIatte Rwer Basin 

NRDA values mtegrabon analysis, particularly m p y  mlrumr7atlon andor 

- Endangered Species Act, Secbon 7 consultabon concemmg surface water 
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